on state websites on PCB hazards (Table 2} also indicates that states typically do not have requirements for or in most cases
even provide guidance on testing or inspections for PCB hazards w school systems or the public. The internet search survey
identified only five states - Connecticut, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Jersey, and Vermont - that directly provide some
sort of testing guidance for schools (or guidance that is generally applicable o any state agency) and one state, Tennessee,
that provided links to other websites where testing information was available. The only state with an identifiable testing
or inspection requirement is Connecticut, but the requiremens is tied ro funding of porential construction projects within

a school and is not a general requirement to test all schools for PCBs.

& dvgilabilicy of PCB frformation o state websites. Results of internef seareh for infovmation on official state websites

eir PCRs in schaols. 4 ¥ indicates that information is directly available on an official state government website, and a ¥ indi-

cates that information iy gvailable througl Hinks to other websites, most generally the ULS, Environmental Protection Agency.

and an ¥ indicates that inftrmation was not readily available.

Alabama x® % ® ® x® x
Alaska W x x ® X %
Arizona X ® x ® 3 x
Arkansas 4 3 ® % X x
California v * ® % v x
Colorado 3 x i *® X X
Connecticut v v v e ¥ v
Delaware *® % X % % | X
District of Columbia x x x X X &
Florida o % x Y v ®
Georgia X X x ® x 4
Hawai x X x X x ®
ldaho s % x Ve Ve | x
Hiinois v x i€ v v ®
indiana v ® x x ® x
lowa ® ® x % X ®
Kansas x x € ' ® ®
Kentucky X % X 4 x X
Louisiana x x € ® x x
Maine x % x % x i %
Maryland v X g% x % x
Massachusetts v ¥ € v W v
Michigan x x x v v | ®
Minnesota v W v e v | e
Mississippi Ve % x v ve | v

oy
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Missouri ® X ® ® X
Montana X x x 4 ® ®
Nebraska ® x X ® % X
Nevada ® X x ® ® x
New Hampshire ¥ s ® ® * ®
New Jersey v ¥
New Mexico % x W' % ®
New York ¥ x ® o ¥
North Carolina 4 ® ® X X ®
North Dakota x® X "
Chio ® X x e ¥ x
Oklahoma % x % ®
Cregon ¥ x + e o ¥
Pennsylvania X ® 4 4 x ®
Rhode Island x ® X ®
South Carolina 4 X *® < ® ®
South Dakota ® x X % ®
Tennessee ¥ ®
Texas o x x v ® ®
Utah x® X ® *® x
Vermont v " * % s ¥
Virginia ¥ ® ® x % v
Washington v X % e %
West Virginia 4 ® 4 4 x ®
Wisconsin ¥ x x e ® ®
Wyoming 4 X x < s ®
Absent a requirement to test or inspect schools for PCB contamination, the discovery of PCB hazards in schools
occurs by chance and differs from case to case. In most cases, PCB hazards are found after an exposure event oceurs, during
renovations, or prior to school demolition. In addition, there have been cases in which parents, teachers, or staff insisted a
school test for PCB hazards or performed their own testing, There are even examples of school districts publically stating
that the EPA advises school not 1o test for PCBs, as is the case for Worcester, Massachusetts just this year,™ The Hbreester
Telogram and Gazette reported, “According to the School Department, the EPA advises schools not w test for PCBs.)”
The EPA provided 17 cases in which the PUB hazard was specifically reported as being from fluorescent light
ballast.™ Of those 17, only one case was clearly inidated through a preventative and systemic testing of a school district.
The Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) collaborated with the EPA in 2015 w develop guidelines in order to
upgrade its lighting, first by surveying all schoo! buildings for PCB-containing flunrescent light ballast, then by creating
a clear plan to remove all identified PCB-containing lighting, ultimately approving $30 million to replace nearly 40,000
PCEB-conraining fluorescent light ballast. ™™ A concerned parent or other unplanned event caused the inirdarion of the
remainder of the cases.
While a leaking PCB-containing ballast is a clear sign of a potential PCB hazard and the basis of many parent-led
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reporting of potential PCB hazards, PCB-containing canlk is not readily identifiable by visual inspection. ¥ While there
may be cases of schools proactively testing caulk for PCEBs, the cases identified in this report were found because a parent
or teacher reported something out of the ordinary or because there were several reports of similar but unusual health issues

within a school. For example:

# 'The New York City Public Schools case began in 2008 when a group of parents and concerned
citizens provided rest results of caulk from schools to the EPA and the New York Daily News.
Ultimately, a lawsuit filed by the New York Lawyers for the Public Inrerest compelled New York
City Schools to conduct a pilot study and test a subset of schools. A more detailed account of the

New York City Schools case 1s provided on page 25,
P ]T Faire)

# ln Lexington, Massachusetts, an article in Zhe Boston Globe® prompted parents to request information
regarding the status of PCB hazards within the city’s schools. This led 1o the testing of caulk within
the schools, where PCBs above allowable levels of 50 ppm were found (this case is included on

o
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page

#  In Newburgh, New York, a parent notified the EPA in 2013 of leaking fBuorescent lighe ballast

that led to prioritization of the school for lighting replacement.

@ The 2005 case in Yorktown Heights, New York involved a parent who continuously pushed for
the school to address concerns about possible PCB hazards after independently testing scraps of
caulk found on the school grounds revealed levels of PCBs above 50 ppm. This led to the school
district removing the PCB-contsining caulk from the school. The Yorkrown Heights case is

highlighted on page 25.

@ The 2013 case in Malibu, California began with the reporting of illnesses within the school. In
Malibu, several teachers reported concurrent diagnoses of thyroid cancer (an increased risk for
thyroid cancer has been linked to PCB exposure).”® When PCBs were found in the caulk, EPA
did not enforce removal and instead agreed that the school did not need 1o test any further caulk
in the area where it was found.™ In March 2015 legal action under TSCAs citizen suit provision
was taken against the school district, which ultimately required the testing and removal of all PCBs

from two schools {details of this case are ind/uded °n page 141,40

#  Inthe 2015 case in Monroe, Washington several teachers and students reported mysterious illnesses.
"This led to the discovery of several fluorescent lights with PCB-containing ballast arcund the school
that had leaked over many vears. After the EPA got involved, the school hired a consuleant that
found PCB-containing caulk in the school as well. In May 2016 the school submitted a plan to

EPA 1o replace the caulk and remove PCB-containing light fixeares by September 2016,

#  1nsome cases, PCB hazards are not discovered until schools are slated for demolition. For example,
Montgomery County Schools in Marviand had several cases in which PCBs were discovered

during due diligence sampling prior to demolition.

Absent a systemic inspection and testing effort, the identification of PCB hazards in schools will continue to rely

on chance, highly engaged parents and teachers, or the discovery of avoidable exposures or illnesses after they occur, and

potential PCB hazards are all but certain to remain undetected in schools acros
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Lexington, Massachusetts

Joseph Estabrook Elementary school was built in the carly 1960s in Lexington, Massachusetts.™ Mearly 50 years laver,
in 2009, the EPA publically released guidance regarding PCBs in caulk in buildings built between 1950 and 1979.%2%
A The Boston Glabe article on PUBs caused parents within the Town of Lexington w push for resting of PCBs in their
town's schools. The town subsequently conracted a ream from Environmental Health and Engineering to test the caulkin
Estabrook for PCBs. The surface tests revealed some samples of caulk with PCB concentrations above 50 ppm, the maximum

v, which also revealed PCB concentrations in

E=1

acceptable standard under TSCA. The town requested further air samplin
the air above the EPA’s advised maximum,'” The town worked quickly with the EPA to remove the contaminated canlk

in the rooms with dangerous-levels of PCBs.™

The town, in cooperation with the EPA, set a target air concentration at which children six years old would be safe at
or below 230 nanograms per cubic meter (ng/m?).' This level is based on the youngest students in the school and length
of time spentin the classroom, as per EPA’s guidance, In considering the uncertainty in a single air test, the school district
and the environmental consulting group hired by the schoo! further decided thatonly classrooms in which a single air test

had PCB levels below 75% of the target level {173 ng/m?) would not require further testing or followup,

When air samples still measured PCBs above 230 ng/m’ after the contaminated caulk was removed, the town sealed
the remaining interior caulking and flushed the school with air from the outside, per EPA recommendation. Estabrook
closed for a full week surrounding Labor Day in 2010 until the process was complete. '™ The town continued to take air
samples regularly and adhere to EPA’s best management practices for ventilation and cleaning thoroughly for the next
year. Such testing revealed mixed results as PCB air concentrations in most of the school were largely reduced below the
target 230 ng/m’ but specific ronms and areas still conwained higher and unsafe concentragions. ™ Ultimarely, the wwn
decided to tear down the original building and built a new Estabrook Elementary School that welcomed students in
time for the 2014-15 school year. This marks the first time in the United States that a schoo! was torn down due to PCB

contamination.t”’

‘Throughout the process, the town communicated its findings, options for how to proceed, and EPA recommendations
and procedures to parents, guardians, and teachers™ through community mestings, direct mailings, press releases, and an

FAQ page on the school website 1021

In 2012, the Town of Lexington filed suit in the ULS. District Court in Boston against Monsanto Company (the sole
producer of PCBs), Pharmacia Corporation, and Pecora Corporation, the compantes that made and distributed the PCBs,
and also sought class action status ™ The suit claimed that the producers of PCBs should have known the health risks of
using PCBs in construction materials and failed 1o provide adequate warnings, and sought to have Monsanto reimburse
Massachusetts school districts for the cleanup'™'" In 2015, the court rejected the class action certification and also the
suit itself, ruling that Congress did not outlaw PCBs until 1979 and that Lexington did not provide sufficient evidence

that Monsanto knew of the dangers of the substance before it was banned. ™
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